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Foreword 
By the Evaluation Advisory Goup 
The effective safeguarding and wellbeing of looked after children and young people is one of 
the most important responsibilities of all corporate parents. There is a broad range of 
legislation, policies and procedures to help guide and support high quality practice. The pilot 
of the Looked After Children Who Go Missing from Residential and Foster Care in Scotland ± 
a National Partnership Agreement, which was co-produced and published in November 2015, 
enabled partners to further develop their practice with and for care experienced children and 
young people. 
The pilot ran from 1 December 2015 to 30 November 2016 and was undertaken in three 
Scottish local authorities, namely Dundee City Council, The City of Edinburgh Council and 
South Lanarkshire Council. These three areas were chosen as they all had pre-existing, 
although different, protocols in place.  All three areas have continued to work within the 
partnership agreement. 
An interim evaluation was undertaken by Police Scotland in March 2017, in which the data 
was collated and summarised across each area. This indicated that significant reductions in 
missing person incidents and improvements in outcomes were achievable when - and only 
when - the proper joint-working arrangements were in place. 
In terms of the wider context, the work is part of and referred to in the National Missing Persons 
Framework for Scotland, which was published in May 2017 following wide consultation across 
all sectors. By building on existing good practice, the Framework set out two national aims:  
x to prevent people from going missing in the first place; and  
x to limit the harm associated with people going missing.  
This evaluation report is based on in-depth research, including semi-structured interviews with 
those who have lived experience, such as care experienced children and young people, and 
those who have corporate parenting responsibilities to support them throughout their care 
journeys. 
Meticulous planning and sharing of intelligence takes place which involves all partners coming 
together to look at all information, patterns, trends and what resources can be brought in to 
prevent, respond to, support and protect our children and young people and the wider 
community. This also involves an analysis of concerns and risks, including child sexual 
exploitation. The work of this pilot has enabled partners to track, support and help keep other 
categories of children and young people safe too. 
Young people are often reported missing when, in fact, they have chosen to stay out later 
than planned and are often at no risk - they also do not see themselves as missing, rather 
that they are simply having a good time. Repeated police-led missing person investigations 
result in them being stigmatised (often with some criminalisation) for what is generally seen 
as typical behaviour among non-looked after peers/families. The partnership agreement helps 
to close the inequality gap, without any compromise of due diligence, in every situation.  
Use of aQµDEVHQW¶FDWHJRU\LQ(QJODQGDQG:DOHVZDVVWXGLHGLQE\WKH$OO-Party 
Parliamentary Group for Runaway and Missing Children and Adults. While the experience has 
been entirely different in Scotland, we concede the need for caution expressed in the National 
Missing Persons Framework for Scotland. We therefore propose the term µQRWDWKRPH¶ is 
used in future to clearly identify the approach in Scotland. 
This pilot has enabled key professionals to focus and act proportionately in relation to the 
individual children and young people and level of risks involved. Police, residential staff, foster 
carers and others can use their time more appropriately, reducing the stigma and inequality to 
which the children and young people have at times been subjected. Young people can 
develop greater independence and life-long skills - making the right choices and decisions to 
help keep themselves safe, without unhelpful over-scrutiny. 
There is an appetite across Scotland (including within the third sector) to have a national 
partnership agreement, and the Care Inspectorate is keen to see progress and impact. The 
learning from the interim and CELCIS evaluation process, together with the shared 
experience of all partners, provides a perfect opportunity to review the partnership agreement, 
update the multi-disciplinary training materials and move to implementation across Scotland.  
Our extraordinary care experienced children and young people deserve the best outcomes 
we can deliver for them. 
Evaluation Advisory Group, October 2018 
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Introduction and background 
Children and young people living in care settings (such as residential or foster care) are 
one of three groups identified in the National Missing Persons Framework for Scotland as 
most likely to be reported missing1. The Framework highlights that the risk of harm for 
individuals in these groups µcan be exacerbated by their circumstances¶ (Scottish 
Government, 2017, p.5).  
Looked After Children who go missing from Residential and Foster Care in Scotland is a 
Partnership Agreement between Police Scotland and local authority partners. It aims to 
promote a co-ordinated and consistent multi-agency response for these young people, 
EDVHGRQWKHSULQFLSOHVRIµ*HWWLQJLWULJKWIRUHYHU\FKLOG¶. The Agreement aligns with the 
National Missing Persons Framework for Scotland, particularly in relation to local 
planning, partnership working, and appropriate follow-up discussions and support for 
those who have been reported missing. It forms part of a range of related policies and 
measures in the broader context around care experienced young people, including those 
aimed at addressing child sexual exploitation (CSE), and reducing unnecessary contact 
with the police.  
The Agreement was piloted in three local authorities: City of Edinburgh, Dundee City and 
South Lanarkshire. The formal pilot period took place between 1 December 2015 and 30 
November 2016, and all three local authority areas have subsequently continued to use 
the approach described in the Partnership Agreement.  
The approaches used prior to the introduction of the Partnership Agreement were not the 
same across the three local authority areas, and all three areas therefore experienced a 
variety of changes to previous practice in light of the Agreement. The main overarching 
changes are summarised in the Partnership Agreement document as the introduction of:  
an absent category, prevention plans including the capture of initial 
information, a risk assessment model, return interviews and follow-up 
intervention processes to deal with escalating concerns from repeat 
episodes.  
      (Police Scotland, 2015, p.4)  
In brief, the Partnership Agreement further describes these as:  
x µ$EVHQW¶FDWHJRU\± to be used when there is considered to be no risk, or a 
tolerable level of risk, in relation to a young person; for example, when they fail to 
return from a known location, and there are no concerns about their wellbeing. 
This should only be used where it has previously been agreed that it might be an 
                                       
1 The others are vulnerable adults, and older people with dementia. 
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appropriate response for the young person. No contact with, or response from, 
police is required when a young person is µDEVHQW¶. 
x Prevention plans including the capture of initial information ± prevention planning 
LQFOXGHVDQDVVHVVPHQWDVSDUWRIWKH&KLOG¶V3ODQDURXQGDQ LQGLYLGXDO¶VOLNHOLKRRG
of going missing, and possible risks if this was to occur. The Missing Person Form 
is used by officers to collect information at the initiation of a missing person 
investigation. Care providers are expected to be aware of the information required 
in order to provide this efficiently to attending officers.  
x Risk assessment model ± this includes a number of areas for consideration in 
relation to risk, under three headings: Vulnerability, Influences and Past 
Behaviour. The Partnership Agreement also contains general guidance on, for 
H[DPSOHµVWDEOH¶DQGµG\QDPLF¶IDFWRUVµSXVK¶DQGµSXOO¶IDFWRUVDQGWKHIXOODQG
timely assessment and review of risk.  
x Return interview ± DSURFHVVWRKHOSHQVXUHWKDWWKH\RXQJSHUVRQ¶VQHHGVDUH
met, which includes discussion of their reasons for going missing, the 
circumstances surrounding this, and any risk or harm they were exposed to whilst 
away. This is in addition to the response from the care provider immediately on 
WKH\RXQJSHUVRQ¶VUHWXUQDQGWKHURXWLQHµVDIHDQGZHOO¶FKHFNFDUULHGRXWE\
police officers. 
x Follow-up interventions ± these include inter-agency referrals and discussions to 
consider what further supports might be put in place for an individual young 
person.  
As part of the evaluation of the pilot, Police Scotland compiled a data summary report 
which provided information on the number of incidents and, where available, episodes2 of 
young people being reported missing from individual cKLOGUHQ¶Vhouses in the three pilot 
local authority areas, in the year prior to, and the year of, the formal pilot period. This 
indicated a reduction in the number of missing persons incidents for most of the 
cKLOGUHQ¶Vhouses involved in the pilot, including some substantial reductions. The report 
identified a number of challenges and limitations in the collection, reporting and 
comparison of this data, but provided a useful starting point for further evaluative work. 
The partnership group invited CELCIS to assist in the evaluation, and we were able to 
supplement the data summary report by engaging directly with young people, police, 
residential staff, and others involved in the use of the Agreement. We explored their 
experiences, particularly in relation to: 
x delivery of the Partnership Agreement, including core features and practices 
x benefits, drawbacks and challenges of the Partnership Agreement and its 
implementation 
                                       
2 There are QRFRQVLVWHQWGHILQLWLRQVRIWKHVHWHUPV%URDGO\DQµ,QFLGHQW¶LVVLQJOH0LVVLQJUHSRUWZKLFKPD\LQYROYHPRUH
WKDQRQHLQGLYLGXDODVUHFRUGHGRQ3ROLFH6FRWODQG¶V&RPPDQGDQG&RQWUROV\VWHPµ(SLVRGHV¶HDFKUHODWHWRRQH
individual, as recorded on the Police Scotland Missing Persons Database. 
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x opportunities for further development and the identification of good practice  
The aim of this element of the evaluation was therefore to identify what was perceived to 
be working well about the Partnership Agreement, and what could be reviewed or 
reconsidered in order to improve the Agreement for all those involved. Face-to-face, 
semi-structured interviews on these topics took place between October 2017 and March 
2018, with four key groups of participants: 
x Residential staff (at a range of seniority; including night shift workers) 
x Police officers (in a range of roles and of various ranks) 
x Young people in residential care (with and without personal experience of being 
reported missing) 
x µ2WKHUSURIHVVLRQDO¶SDUWLFLSDQWVVXFKDVIRVWHUFDUHUVIRVWHULQJWHDPPDQDJHUV
social workers, and out of hours social work team members) 
7KRVHLQWKHµSURIHVVLRQDOJURXSV¶SROLFHUHVLGHQWLDODQGµRWKHU¶ discussed the 
introduction and implementation of the Partnership Agreement, as well as their 
perceptions of its use, while the young people described their perceptions of what 
happens when someone goes missing, shared their opinions of whether this is 
appropriate, and made suggestions around what could be improved. All participants 
agreed to be audio recorded; recordings were transcribed and analysed thematically. 
Table 1 below shows the number of individual participants in each category, for each 
participating local authority. Due to the small number of participants in each group, and 
the high level of awareness amongst colleagues and management around which 
individuals participated in interviews, we have been extremely cautious in ensuring that 
individuals cannot be identified in this report. In order to preserve the anonymity of 
participants, we deliberately obscured some details, and attribute all quotes to a 
participant group/type only3. 
Table 1: Number of individual participants in each local authority 
 Dundee Edinburgh 
South 
Lanarkshire* 
TOTAL 
Residential staff 3 1 11 15 
Police officers 2 3 6 11 
Young people 2 4 2 8 
Other 3 2 1 6 
TOTAL 10 10 20 40 
* The higher number of participants from South Lanarkshire results from several participants choosing to be interviewed 
as a group. 
                                       
3 Participant codes:R for residential worker, P for police officer, O for other professional, and Y for young person, followed 
by a randomly generated number for each interview. All participants in group interviews are identified by the same code. 
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Since the Partnership Agreement is between Police Scotland and local authorities, the 
residential FDUHZRUNHUVDQGµRWKHU¶SDUWLFLSDQWVLQWKLVVWXG\are those employed or 
otherwise associated with the local authorities, rather than with private or third sector 
providers or agencies. The majority of participants discussed their experiences in relation 
to residential care settings rather than foster care, and the findings therefore relate 
mainly to younJSHRSOHOLYLQJLQFKLOGUHQ¶VKouses, and those who care for them. We 
present the findings relating specifically to the foster care context as a separate section 
of the report. 
There was a clear sense from some interviewees that their interest in participating in the 
study went beyond discussion of the Partnership Agreement, and that they were keen to 
air their views on a range of related issues. Additionally, SDUWLFLSDQWV¶UHVSRQVHVare 
influenced by their individual context, including, for example, recent µKLJKSURILOH¶
instances of missing persons. As a result, the findings reported here reflect the context in 
which the Partnership Agreement functions. The views and experiences of these 
participants should not be taken as representative of everyone in that participant 
category.    
In this report, we present the main themes that emerged from interviews with young 
people and those in professional roles on their experiences of the Partnership Agreement. 
The recommendations that conclude this report were developed by the members of the 
evaluation Advisory Group. 
Findings 
We discuss the findings from these evaluation interviews in three broad themes:   
1. Communication and information sharing 
2. Risk assessment 
3. Professional roles and responsibilities  
We report each of these broad themes in turn, along with some sub-themes. A fourth 
section includes additional themes we identified from the interviews. Although presented 
in this way for clarity, many of the themes are interrelated, and the findings should be 
considered holistically.   
Communication and information sharing 
Participants identified one of the key strengths of the Partnership Agreement as its 
contribution to improvements in communication and the sharing of information. They 
described this improvement as taking place between police and local authority partners 
in particular, but also within and between individual FKLOGUHQ¶VKRXVHV, and beyond. 
Participants discussed communication in a range of contexts, including the ways in which 
the Partnership Agreement was introduced to them, the use of liaison meetings, and the 
shared communication around Return Interviews. They described improvements, but 
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some indicated that these improved communications were mainly taking place µat a level 
away from the front line¶ (Participant P1), and that sometimes information was not 
shared and cascaded as well as it might be.  
Introduction of the Partnership Agreement 
Some interviewees demonstrated a good understanding of the Partnership Agreement 
and the changes in practice that resulted from it; others, including residential workers 
and police officers, indicated less familiarity. Some described previous procedures as 
current practice. Others did not recognise WHUPLQRORJ\VXFKDVµDEVHQW¶4, or recognised 
the term but were unclear as to its purpose or usage.  
When we asked participants to describe how the Agreement had been introduced to 
them, most reported that they had received some form of direct, face-to-face training 
delivered jointly by local authority and police representatives, which they felt was 
valuable. Joint training was thought to offer opportunities for: 
x Better shared understanding of risk assessment and decision-making processes 
x Discussion of different scenarios and how to respond to these 
x Development of relationships between residential staff and police officers 
One participant described the benefits of joint training with police and residential 
workers, explaining: 
What it does is it helps build tolerance, because everybody has 
constraints, everybody sees, has their own view of what their job is 
DQG,WKLQNLW¶VUHDOO\KHOSIXOWRGRLWMRLQWO\  
        (Participant O5)  
Some participants had not received direct training in this way, but had learned about the 
Partnership Agreement via colleagues and managers, or by being shown the paperwork. 
Those who had not received direct training attributed this largely to the difficulties 
associated with arranging face-to-face training for shift workers, and particularly those 
working nights. Police participants, as well as residential workers, raised this issue. Some 
participants also mentioned the turnover of staff as a reason why the provision of direct 
training had not been available to everyone.  
Some participants indicated that introductory and refresher training, perhaps through an 
online module, might be a way to address this; however, police officers who discussed 
this issue felt that it would be difficult for them to protect time to undertake e-learning, 
and one described the challenges associated with the overall pace of change within the 
police service at present. 2QHSDUWLFLSDQWLQWKHµRWKHUSURIHVVLRQDOV¶FDWHJRU\VXJJHVWHG
                                       
4 7KHµ$EVHQW¶FDWHJRU\GHVFULEHGLQWKH3DUWQHUVKLS$JUHHPHQWGLIIHUVIURPWKDWXVHGE\SROLFHLQ(QJODQGDQG:DOHV6HH
Appendix 1 for further information. 
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that an overview of Missing Persons procedures should be part of routine induction 
procedures for all new staff. 
Liaison Meetings 
Participants LQµSURIHVVLRQDO¶FDWHJRULHVGHVFULEHGWKHLQWURGXFWLRQRIUHJXODUOLDLVRQ
meetings as an important part of improving communications and information sharing. 
The function of these meetings was also closely intertwined with the role of the Police 
Missing Persons Operational Co-ordinator. One participant described the discussions 
enabled by these as a vital feature of the Partnership Agreement which must not be lost, 
DQGH[SODLQHGµI think the police liaison meeting makes a massive difference to us for 
gathering information¶ (Participant R6). 
Participants considered the improved communication and information sharing to be 
beneficial in a number of ways, in relation to individual young people as well as more 
broadly. Identification and discussion of individuals allowed partner agencies to develop a 
shared understanding of risks, vulnerabilities, and the context of behaviours. Some 
participants felt that an increased emphasis on this kind of information sharing in 
particular was a key improvement facilitated by the Agreement. They told us that these 
individual-level discussions also helped to identify patterns of behaviour, which could, for 
example, enable interventions to be put in place for a young person who was being 
regularly identified as µDEVHQW¶, before this escalated into a more challenging issue. 
Participants felt that recognition of behaviour patterns could allow partners to discuss 
collaborative or different approaches to support the young person, and to reduce their 
instances of being reported missing.  
The sharing of broader information and detail at liaison meetings was also thought to be 
useful; names, addresses and car registrations that had come to the attention of the 
police or residential workers could be shared, for example. Information about particular 
locations or concerns, such as identified µSDUW\IODWV¶5, could be discussed, and shared 
awareness of these raised. This also offered scope to engage with other agencies, such 
as Housing, where relevant.  
Some residential workers also reported improved information sharing within and between 
FKLOGUHQ¶VKRXVHV following the introduction of the Agreement. These participants 
described instances in the past in which two young people, reported missing from two 
different FKLOGUHQ¶VKRXVHV, were found in the same location. In the past, residential staff 
might not have been aware that the young people had been together, but it was now 
more likely that this information would be shared. Participants considered improved 
information sharing through the Missing Persons Co-ordinator and at liaison meetings to 
                                       
5 The term is used here to refer to locations where groups of people gather within a single property, and where vulnerable 
young people may be at particular risk of harm. BarnarGR¶V (2014, p.7) desFULEHµSDUW\IODWV¶DVEHLQJDPRQJVWDUDQJHRI
³SODFHVZKHUHYXOQHUDEOHDQGXQGHUDJH\RXQJSHRSOHJRLQVHDUFKRIDOFRKRODIUHHOLIWIRRGRUDZDUPSODFHWRVWD\
ZKLOHµPLVVLQJ¶DQGWKHUHIRUHFRXOGEHH[SORLWHG´ 
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be part of this, but also highlighted increased phone contact between houses and 
improved information sharing at shift handovers.   
The liaison meetings were also thought to improve communication by providing a forum 
to exchange information and discuss any instances where residential workers or police 
felt that a situation had not been handled as well as it could have been, or where the 
Agreement had not been followed. In relation to this, one participant explained that the 
liaison meetings provided µa great hub for actually ensuring that anything that becomes a 
small thing can get dealt with before it becomes a big thing¶ (Participant O3).  
The role of the Missing Persons Co-ordinator within the local police was particularly 
important, as they were a recognisable point of contact and had the opportunity to 
develop relationships with residential staff and young people, as well as the 
understanding and authority to feed issues and comments back to police colleagues 
directly. Some participants explained that in the past there was no overt mechanism 
through which these types of discussions could take place. The opportunity to share 
issues and concerns also helped everyone involved to better understand each other¶s 
roles and the context around looked after young people. In a discussion about the 
volume of paperwork to be completed, one police officer described an increased 
awareness of why robust recording was so important: µ,¶YHGHYHORSHGP\XQGHUVWDQGLQJ
of these kids and the problems¶ (Participant P2). 
Response to a Missing Report 
There were mixed and complex views on communication and information sharing when a 
young person is reported missing. Police participants generally reported that residential 
staff were helpful and forthcoming when making a missing report and, in discussion with 
attending officers, could usually provide the information required. In some instances, 
however, officers had found that residential staff making the report did not have much 
information about the young person, and sometimes had never met them. This was 
attributed largely to new and locum staff, who might not have had the opportunity to get 
to know the young people in the house. One residential worker reported, however, that 
new or inexperienced staff would most usually be on shift with someone more 
experienced or established.  
The arrival of new young people in a house was another reason understood by police to 
contribute to a lack of information when reporting that young person missing, and some 
officers queried what information is shared when a young person moves between 
placements, or during handover between shifts. In contrast, some residential staff 
described files for each young person in the residence, which were regularly updated by 
managers and could be accessed by staff reporting a young person missing. 
Both residential workers and police participants referred to the reliance on memory in the 
provision of information at the point of a missing report. In some cases, they viewed this 
as appropriate, such as where residential workers knew the young person well and could 
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easily recall the most up-to-date information about their circumstances. There was a 
note of caution, however, around the possibility of potentially important details being 
forgotten. Sometimes, individual police officers might also know the young person well, 
often through responding to multiple previous missing reports for that young person. In 
these situations, police officers could also rely on memory of, for example, where the 
young person had been found in the past, or their friendship groups, as a starting point. 
Again, there was caution around this. Occasionally, residential staff presumed that police 
remembered D\RXQJSHUVRQ¶VSUHYLRXVmissing episodes, which could result in them not 
sharing details relevant to the current episode. Similarly, there could be assumptions 
about officers having had access to records of previous missing episodes. Police 
participants explained that attending officers often arrived at the FKLOGUHQ¶VKRXVH directly 
from another incident, and had not therefore had the opportunity to return to the office 
and review past missing episodes in advance of speaking to staff.  
Participants in both groups suggested that, sometimes, the appropriate and efficient 
sharing of information depended on which staff members or officers were involved in any 
given incident. While participants gave some clear examples of good practice, there 
appeared to be some inconsistency and misunderstanding around accessing and sharing 
information when a young person is reported missing.  
When the young person returns 
The Partnership Agreement emphasises the use of Return Interviews for understanding 
the context and circumstances around the young person going missing, as well as 
gathering information to inform prevention and any future missing persons investigations 
around that individual.  
Police and residential workers in this study gave a range of perspectives on the 
information that can be gathered and shared from Return Interviews. They described 
that some young people will be entirely candid, and others only up to a point. One 
UHVLGHQWLDOZRUNHUH[SODLQHGWKDWLQVRPHFDVHVWKHUHZLOOEHµQDwYHGLVFORVXUH¶, but that 
the young people will cease sharing once they realise the purpose of the discussion.  
Others explained that young people ZLOORQO\VD\µZKDWWKH\ZDQW\RXWRKHDU¶RUZLOO
give very broad and sometimes deliberately false responses. One young interview 
participant explained their approach to Return Interviews: µI answer them, but I make 
things up [«] I just sD\ZKDWHYHUSRSVXSLQP\KHDG¶ (Participant Y8). Some 
participants noted that the young people were expected to sign the Return Interview 
form, giving permission for the information to be shared with the police, and that this 
could be a barrier to the young person participating in the discussion. 
There were some discussions about who is best placed to conduct Return Interviews. 
There was a suggestion that some young people, particularly those in the younger age 
range or with less experience of going missingPLJKWEHVRPHZKDWµLQDZH¶RIWKHSROLFH
and could find the experience of being interviewed by a police officer to be a deterrent to 
future instances of going missing. Some police officers also felt that Return Interviews 
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should be a police task, to ensure that appropriate and useful information would be 
gathered, although it was also suggested that residential staff could be offered additional 
guidance on collecting information of interest to the police.   
Although police and residential care worker participants generally felt that young people 
would be more likely to take part in a discussion with someone they knew well, 
residential workers nevertheless reported that young people often declined to participate 
in Return Interviews with them. In relation to Return Interviews with residential staff, 
one young person explained: µ,IWKH\VSHDNWRPHLQDQLFHPDQQHU,¶OOOHWWKHPLIQRW,¶OO
just walk away¶ (Participant Y5). 
Young people in this study generally felt that Return Interviews should be conducted by 
someone the young person knows and gets on with, and that police officers were usually 
not the appropriate person to do this. Some suggested that the young person should be 
asked to choose who should conduct their Return Interview. One felt that even if a young 
person chose not to participate in a particular Return Interview, the opportunity should 
still be offered following any future instances of being reported missing. 
A number of participants, including some of the young people, expressed doubts about 
the usefulness of the Return Interview. In circumstances where young people were 
frequently being reported missing, for example, the non-completion of Return Interviews 
FRXOGPHDQWKDWWKHVHµSLOHGXS¶There were suggestions from some participants that the 
sharing of information between the police and residential workers was more fruitful. This 
could take place in person when the young person returned, but residential workers 
could also gain information through casual conversations over a period of time, or from 
other young people in the House, which could then be shared with police through the 
local Missing Persons Co-ordinator, as per the Partnership Agreement. 
As one participant LQWKHµRther¶FDWHJRU\KLJKOLJKWHGWKHVHLQWHUYLHZVFDQSOD\DQ
important role in giving the young person a chance to talk about µwhat¶s going on¶ for 
them, and in demonstrating to the young person that they are cared about. The formal 
Return Interviews, as described by most interview participants, seemed to focus more on 
the gathering of information for use in future episodes, while informal discussions and 
casual conversations demonstrated caring. These could allow residential staff to discover 
any issues which had provoked the episode of going missing, and to better meet the 
wellbeing needs of the young person.  
Relationships and partnership working 
3ROLFHUHVLGHQWLDOFDUHZRUNHUVDQGµRWKHUSURIHVVLRQDO¶SDUWLFLSDQWVGLVFXVVHGSDUWQHUVKLS
working and relationships between residential workers, police and young people. A small 
number of participants felt that there had been no changes to this recently, although 
they sometimes attributed this to the relationships having been good historically. Several 
participants gave examples of what they regarded as improved and effective partnership 
working and the development of better relationships. One residential worker described 
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µmore mutual respect between police and the staff in the houses¶ (Participant R7). They 
described this as a significant strength of the Partnership Agreement, but noted that not 
everyone would see it that way. A police officer in the same local authority similarly felt 
that there was less of a feeling of µthem and us¶ (Participant P6) than in the past. 
Participants in other local authorities also described more trust, understanding and 
tolerance between the professional groups. In one example, a young person was 
GHVFULEHGDVXQOLNHO\WREHIRXQGDWDSDUHQW¶VKRXVH,QWKHSDVWWKe police may have 
visited this location as a matter of routine, but would now take on board residential 
ZRUNHUV¶DGYLFH, and provide a more individualised response. As Participant R2 described, 
µZH¶UHVWRSSLQJDZKROHORWRIXQQHFHVVDU\YLVLWVE\WKHSROLFHWRSODFHVZKHUHZHNQRw 
the kids are never going to be.¶  
Another similar example highlighted the potential impact on police and residential care 
ZRUNHUV¶UHODWLRQVKLSVZLWKIDPLOLHVRQHSDUHQWZDVGHVFULEHGDVSURDFWLYHO\FRQWDFWLQJ
the residential staff when the young person arrived at their home, knowing that the 
young pHUVRQPLJKWWKHQEHFRQVLGHUHGµDbsent¶ rather than µmissing¶, and police 
LQYROYHPHQWRUDWWHQGDQFHDWWKHSDUHQW¶VKRPHFRXOGEHDYRLGHG. Police visits to a 
\RXQJSHUVRQ¶VSDUHQWVDQGIULHQGVcan also impact RQWKH\RXQJSHUVRQ¶VSRWHQWLDOO\
already fragile relationships. Minimising unnecessary visits can help young people to 
build and sustain positive relationships with family and friends. 
Further examples of effective partnership working included individual police officers 
working directly with a young person who had been going missing regularly, to build a 
relationship which was not based only on being reported missing. The participant 
described this as having reduced the number of times the young person was reported 
missing.  
Other participants described the involvement of police officers, including but not limited 
to Missing Persons Co-ordinators and Community Officers, in developing relationships 
and building rapport with young people. Examples included police having a contact 
number available for young people to call, or visiting a cKLOGUHQ¶Vhouse to have tea or 
play pool. This type of involvement from the police was highlighted as a positive change, 
and some young people were thought to have responded well to getting to know officers 
in a context other than missing reports and other incidents. 
7KHNLGVKDYHJRWDJUHDWUHODWLRQVKLSZLWKWKHP«+DYLQJWKH
Community [officer] coming in at least allows the young people to see, 
\RXNQRZZKDWWKH\¶UHQRWMXVWhere for, to give you a hard time, 
WKH\¶UHKHUHFRVWKH\FDUH 
        (Participant R7)  
Some young people discussed their relationships with police as part of their interviews, 
and explained that some officers, particularly those who visited the house regularly, were 
µVRXQG¶ They described those with whom they had the best relationships as the officers 
who listened, gave leeway, and treated young people fairly, with respect, or µKRZ\RX¶G
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treat your own kids¶ (Participant Y3). Other officers, however, were perceived to be 
dismissive of the young people, aggressive in their attitude, or too quick to use physical 
LQWHUYHQWLRQV6RPHZHUHGHVFULEHGDVµEHLQJFKHHN\¶WR\RXQJSHRSOHDQGVSHDNLQJWR
them in ways which aggravated, rather than de-escalated, the situation. One young 
person suggested that police should noWEHVXUSULVHGLI\RXQJSHRSOHµODVKHGRXW¶DIWHU
being spoken to disrespectfully or treated as criminals. Unlike police and residential 
workers, who described having a forum to discuss situations which were not handled as 
well as they could have been, young people felt they had no real mechanism to highlight 
treatment that they felt was inappropriate, and were encouraged to just brush it off. 
One participant LQDQµRWKHUSURIHVVLRQDO¶UROHQRWHGWKe greater pastoral role of the police 
now compared to in the past. They highlighted, however, that this change could not be 
attributed only to the Partnership Agreement, as the participant had noted similar 
changes in another area that was not part of the pilot.   
There was concern from a small number of interviewees that too casual a relationship 
between young people and police could affect the necessary µSURIHVVLRQDOGLVWDQFH¶DQG 
influence the levels of respect young people had for the police. One suggested:  
7KHNLGVFDQFDOOXV>VWDII@E\RXUILUVWQDPHVWKDW¶VILQHFRVZH¶UHOLNH
WKHLUFRUSRUDWHSDUHQWVEXW,GRQ¶WWKLQNIRUWKHSROLFHLW¶VUHDOO\WKDW
appropriate  
        (Participant R5)  
Some police officers who were involved in responding to missing reports felt that they 
had a good rapport with those young people whom they met frequently, but highlighted 
that they had few opportunities to get to know the young people beyond this. Some 
officers suggested that there were fewer opportunities to get to know young people well 
in bigger areas compared to smaller ones. Similarly, residential staff felt that although 
some young people were able to develop good relationships with the officers who could 
visit casually, these were rarely the same officers who would be responding to incidents 
and missing reports. Some of the young people who discussed their relationships with 
the police shared this view. 
There was recognition that some young people would not respond to attempts by police 
to establish a rapport. One residential worker explained that, due to their past 
experiences µWKHUHLVVRPHNLGVLW¶VLQJUDLQHGLQWKHPWRKDWHWKHSROLFH¶ (Participant R6), 
and these young SHRSOH¶VSHUFHSWLRQVwould not be easily changed. Some µSURIHVVLRQDO
participants¶ from a residential care background reported, however, that police were now 
more likely to recognise this, and to OLVWHQWRUHVLGHQWLDOZRUNHUV¶DGYLFH. 
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Risk assessment  
Risk assessment is included in the Partnership Agreement in several ways, including as 
part of routine planning for individual young people. An assessment is conducted by 
residential care workers to determine whether a young person should be considered 
µabsent¶ or reported missing. If the young person is subsequently reported missing, there 
is then a police-led assessment to determine whether the young person is a µOow¶, 
µPedium¶ or µKigh¶ risk missing person. 
Some participants described the inclusion of risk discussions DVSDUWRID\RXQJSHUVRQ¶V
routine planning as a strength of the Partnership Agreement, but there was limited 
evidence to indicate whether this was done consistently for all young people. There was 
also some indication that, for young people who moved frequently between placements, 
plans were not always reviewed or updated in good time.  
Residential workers explained that, where risk assessment was recorded in a young 
SHUVRQ¶VSODQthis would influence decision-making around reporting the young person 
missing, and might be discussed with police to aid understanding of the youQJSHUVRQ¶V
level of risk. As outlined above, however, there did not seem to be a clear understanding 
amongst police of this discussion and record keeping, and some had not experienced this 
type of information sharing at the time of a missing report.  
Participants generally felt that the approach to risk assessment for residential workers 
outlined in the Partnership Agreement was appropriate. It was not overly based on µWLFN-
boxHV¶, and broadly covered the main factors that should be considered in assessing the 
level of risk. Some participants described the approach to risk assessment as very 
subjective, with decisions sometimes relying on the staff and culture in an individual 
cKLOGUHQ¶Vhouse. There was a general feeling, however, that there is flexibility to take 
account of individual circumstances, and that it would be hard to retain this if the process 
ZHUHWREHFRPHPRUHIRUPDOLVHGRUDNLQWRDµVFRUHFDUG¶ Most participants who 
expressed a view on this regarded it as important that the risk assessment process had a 
focus on µZKDWGRHVWKLVPHDQIRUWKDWLQGLYLGXDO?¶, UDWKHUWKDQRQµ\HVQR¶TXHVWLRQV 
Participants, including some police participants, indicated that it was appropriate for 
residential care workers to be making this assessment of risk, as they know the young 
people best and are aware of the most up-to-date information, including anything that 
may have happened for the child that day (such as trouble at school, contact/family 
time, etc.). One residential worker emphasised that their role, particularly for night shift 
workers, involves µrisk assessing constantly¶ (Participant R4) by having an awareness of 
what is and has been happening in the house. 
:HNQRZWKHNLGVZHNQRZZKDWWKHGDQJHUVDUHLW¶VXV that can assess 
whether or not WKH\¶UHin danger or whether they should be brought 
EDFNRUZKHWKHUZHFDQVD\RND\WKH\¶UHILQHWKH\FDQEHOHIWDVORQJ
as we get a telephone call.     (Participant R6) 
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Some participants indicated that residential workers and police had different 
understandings of risk. There was some suggestion that the police understanding of risk 
PHDQWWKDWLID\RXQJSHUVRQKDGEHHQLQWRXFKDQGµVRXQGed RND\RQWKHSKRQH¶WKHQ
this could be regarded as µDbsent¶, but that this did not take into account that individual 
youQJSHUVRQ¶VYXOQHUDELOLWLHV 
7KHSROLFH¶VOHYHORIULVNDUHGLIIHUHQWIURP6RFLDO:RUNOHYHORIULVNFRV
WKHLUµKLJK¶LVLPPHGLDWHGHDWKEDVLFDOO\RXUµKLJK¶LVZHOOµ7KH\QHYHU
normally go missingWKH\¶UHRQO\ZHGRQ¶WNQRZZKHUHWKH\DUH¶, 
WKDW¶V RXU\RXNQRZWKDWZRXOGPDNHWKHPµKLJK¶WRXV 
        (Participant R7) 
Some police participants also shared the view that interpretations of risk vary between 
organisations. One explained that in determining the level of risk of a young person 
reported missing, µEvery child that goes missing from local authority care is medium risk, 
without exception¶ (Participant P5). This view was echoed by a number of other police 
participants, who felt that children and young people were usually considered to be at 
µPHGLXP¶ULVNdue to their age, and would be considered high risk if circumstances 
warranted it, but rarely (if ever) low risk. This led some to question the usefulness of the 
low/medium/high assessment. 
In general, however, there was a feeling that the different interpretations of risk were 
not in themselves a problem, as long as the assessment resulted in the appropriate 
response for each young person. The emphasis from most residential workers and police 
participants was on the importance of consistently assessing each individual young 
person based on the most up-to-date information, rather than making assumptions 
EDVHGRQWKDW\RXQJSHUVRQ¶VKLVWRU\RIJRLQJmissing. This required identification of any 
differences between the current occasion and previous episodes that might impact on 
risk (such as difficulties experienced by the young person that day, access to medication, 
etc.).  
Discussions around risk assessment also related closely to the decision-making processes 
around whether a young person is µabsent¶ or µmissing¶, and their level of risk (low, 
medium or high) once reported missing. We discuss this further below.   
Professional roles and responsibilities  
Police and residential workers described their roles in relation to young people being 
µDEVHQW¶RUµPLVVLQJ¶DQGKRZWKHVHKDGFKDQJHGVLQFHWKHLQWURGXFWLRQRIWKH
Partnership Agreement. Some also discussed how the roles were understood by 
themselves, and by others involved in the Partnership Agreement. These discussions 
mainly focused on roles in relation to decision-making, and around actions taken when a 
\RXQJSHUVRQLVµDEVHQW¶RUµPLVVLQJ¶ 
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Decision-making  
Despite the improved relationships described above, particularly between residential child 
care workers and police, there remain some tensions around decision-making. This 
relates mainly to the decision to escalate the categorisation of a young person from 
µDEVHQW¶ZKLFKGRHVQRWUHTXLUHDSROLFHUHVSRQVHWRµmissing¶ZKLFKQHFHVVLWDWHV
alerting the police. The Partnership Agreement describes the threshold between these as 
DGHWHUPLQDWLRQRIµWROHUDEOHULVN¶E\WKHUHVLGHQWLDOcare workers. 
 
There was a general perception from police participants in evaluation interviews that the 
µDbsent¶ category was not well used, and that residential staff were reluctant to consider 
a young person µDbsent¶ but instead would err on the side of caution and report the 
young person missing.  
We thought that the µDbsent¶>FDWHJRU\@ would be used a lot more, so 
WKDWZHZRXOGQ¶WJHWUHSRUWVRIUHJXODUSHRSle, unless there was 
DQRWKHULVVXHOLNHWKHUH¶VDNQRZQDVVRFLDWHZKRZHWKLQN¶VDFULPLQDO
or something like that, something to raise the bar, but we just get 
UHSRUWHGHYHU\ERG\¶Vmissing generally now  
                (Participant P7) 
This view was shared by a few participants from the residential care category, who felt 
that decisions to report young people missing could be influenced by DµULVNDYHUVH¶RU
µEODPHFXOWXUH¶FRQWH[WLQZKLFKWKH\KDGWRPDNHWKHVHGHFLVLRQVOne pointed out: 
µ«one of thesHGD\VVRPHWKLQJ¶VJRLQJWRKDSSHQ, DQGLI\RXKDYHQ¶WEHHQORRNLQJIRU
WKHPWKHQLW¶VLW¶VJRLQJWRKLWWKHIDQ¶(Participant R5). Similarly, some police 
SDUWLFLSDQWVIHOWWKDWLIVRPHWKLQJµZHQWZURQJ¶IROORZLQJDmissing persons report, police 
would get the blame. 
Many of the residential worker participants described the greater responsibility placed on 
them by the Partnership Agreement to make the decision between absent and missing. 
For some, this was an appropriate recognition of their more up-to-date and personal 
knowledge of the individual young people, and their professional role. Participant O3 
H[SODLQHGµ,IHHOLW¶VDEHWWHUV\VWHP,WDOORZVWKDWNLQGRISURIHVVLRQDl judgement to be 
recognised¶.  
Some participants noted the importance that residential work colleagues needed to feel 
confident, empowered and supported to make that decision. They emphasised that such 
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decisions should be shared between all staff on shift at the time, rather than made in 
isolation by one staff member. A few described the mechanisms in place to ensure that 
these issues were attended to, but also felt that colleagues did not consistently 
experience this sense of empowerment and support.  
In contrast to the perception of an appropriately increased level of professional autonomy 
for residential workers, some police participants seemed to feel that the Partnership 
Agreement eroded opportunities to use their professional judgement. They described this 
particularly in relation to residential care workers making the decision to identify a young 
person as missing.  
I find it almost incomprehensible that an outside agency is dictating a 
3ROLFHUHVSRQVH,GRQ¶WNQRZZKHQZHORVWDJULSRIRXr own decision-
making process           
        (Participant P5) 
There was some evidence from both police and residential worker participants that this 
decision is not always accepted by call handlers and officers, although some participants 
reported that this was happening less frequently now than in the past. Participants gave 
examples of residential workers being asked to wait for a longer period of time before 
categorising a young person as missing rather than absent. There were also examples 
given of young people who were in visual range being reported missing because they 
were refusing to return, and residential staff were unable to leave the building due to 
staffing numbers. Police participants who described this type of scenario felt that these 
young people should not have been categorised as missing. Some described the need to 
query whetKHUD\RXQJSHUVRQZDVµUHDOO\missing¶DWWKHSRLQWRIEHLQJUHSRUWHd, and 
RQHSDUWLFLSDQWLQWKHµRWKHUSURIHVVLRQDOV¶FDWHJRU\GHVFULEHGFRnversations along similar 
lines with foster carers in non-pilot local authorities:  
³Are they actually missing?´, is the conversatLRQWKDW\RX¶UHUHDOO\
KDYLQJ³2UDUHWKH\MXVWQRWEDFN\HW"´  
        (Participant O5)    
The concept of what constitutes µUHDOO\missing¶was discussed by a number of 
participants, and is described further LQWKHµ2WKHUWKHPHV¶VHFWLRQ. 
There was a view amongst some participants that the responsibility for the decision-
making process is now more balanced between residential care workers and police. In 
particular, residential workers make the initial risk assessment to determine whether a 
\RXQJSHUVRQLVµDEVHQW¶RUµPLVVLQJ¶ but once a missing report is made, there is police-
led decision-PDNLQJRQWKHµOHYHO¶RIULVNORZPHGLXPRUKLJKDQGWKHUHVSRQVH. As 
discussed above, the confidence of residential workers to be able to risk assess together 
and feel supported by colleagues and management in their decision-making was 
important. Relatedly, being able to clearly articulate to police the reasons for considering 
the young person to be µmissing¶ rather than µabsent¶, and the risks and vulnerabilities 
relevant to the individual young person in that specific instance, was regarded as vital in 
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ensuring clarity of communication and making sure that missing reports would be 
responded to appropriately. This also included ensuring that police were made aware if a 
young person being reported missing had already been considered µabsent¶, for how long, 
and what had changed that they were now considered missing. Most police participants 
valued the role of residential workers as being the people with the best knowledge of the 
individual young people; the tension here seemed to lie in the use and articulation of that 
in determining that a missing report is appropriate.  
Actions in response to absent/missing 
Along with discussions about decision-making, participants gave their views on 
professional roles and responsibilities in relation to the actions taken at the point of a 
young person being reported missing. Police generally felt that residential staff were as 
helpful and informative as they could be when providing information about a missing 
young person, but some also questioned the actions that were taken ahead of the 
missing report being made.  
As described above, some police felt that residential workers called the police too quickly. 
Some felt that there had been no attempts made to contact the young person¶Vfriends or 
family to determine their whereabouts, or that such actions were not communicated 
clearly to officers responding to the missing report. Others reported that these actions 
were sometimes taken, and that in some areas there had been improvements in this, but 
that staff groups in some houses were better at this than in others. Police generally felt 
that it would be useful to have a clear list of actions for residential staff to take in 
advance of the police arriving, including a list of phone calls made, that could be shared 
with officers. 
Most residential staff who participated in interviews reported that they were generally 
happy to do some µphoning around¶ and checking of locations the young person was 
known to frequent, if there were enough staff to make this realistic. They noted, 
however, that the majority of young people are reported missing in the late evening or at 
night, when fewest (and often only two) members of staff are on shift. This limited the 
feasibility of one leaving the house. They also noted the need to ensure that disruption to 
the other young people in the house is kept to a minimum. When there were too few 
staff to allow one to leave, this meant that police were sometimes called to retrieve 
young people from known locations. Some officers queried this and expressed frustration 
that residential workers did not seem to leave the house to proactively collect or search 
for young people. One gave an example of staff knowing the whereabouts of the young 
person, having spoken to them on the phone. The young person was refusing to return, 
DQGSROLFHZHUHFDOOHGWRUHWULHYHWKHP7KLVRIILFHU¶VSersonal view was that this young 
person should have been considered µDbsent¶, and the residential staff should have gone 
to fetch them. Police participants held mixed views about whether this was appropriate. 
While some felt that this was the responsibility of residential staff, others felt that there 
could be risks associated with this.   
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:KDWSURWHFWLRQGRWKH\KDYH"7KH\GRQ¶WNQRZZKRVHKRXVHVWKH\¶UH
JRLQJWRWKH\GRQ¶WNQRZZKR¶VJRLQJWRFRPHWRWKDWGRRU  
        (Participant P2)  
Some police also recognised that there were often too few residential staff to make this a 
realistic prospect, especially at night. One described this as EHLQJDµVWDIILQJLVVXH¶UDWKHU
WKDQDµZLOOingness issue¶ 
Generally, residential worker participants were happy with the actions and response of 
the police when a missing persons report was made. Some police, however, described 
their frustrations with procedural and record keeping matters. Sometimes officers were 
obliged to return to the RIILFHIROORZLQJDWWHQGDQFHDWDFKLOGUHQ¶VKRXVHWRHQWHUWKH
Missing Person report and relevant information on to computer systems. This was 
recognised as important in ensuring that the information about the young person was 
circulated quickly, but was also thought to cause delays in actively searching for the 
young person. This was an issue when officers were already aware of locations the young 
person was known to frequent, which some felt could usefully be checked quickly before 
returning to the office. 7KLVZDVVRPHWLPHVDPDWWHURIDµMXGJHPHQWFDOO¶E\LQGLYLGXDO
officers. 
Most police participants who discussed the recording of information on computer systems 
regarded it as laborious and time-consuming. Information was reportedly required to be 
entered across several different systems which did not automatically cross-populate, and 
software was described as outdated and complex to use. Some officers reported pressure 
to complete records in a particular way due to management scrutiny of these, which 
increased the amount of time spent on this. Participants discussing these issues felt that 
there was scope to streamline how information is captured and circulated, including what 
is input by officers themselves, and what can be recorded by call handlers and the 
control room. 
Other themes 
Absent, missing, µreally missing¶ and flexibility 
Several participants, in diffHUHQWUROHVDQGDUHDVXVHGWKHSKUDVHµUHDOO\PLVVLQJ¶LQ
YDULRXVFRQWH[WVLPSO\LQJWKDWEHLQJUHSRUWHGµPLVVLQJ¶ZDVQRWWKHVDPHDVEHLQJµUHDOO\
PLVVLQJ¶ZKLFKZDVWKHFDXVHRIJUHDWHUFRQFHUQ7KLVVWDWXVZDVFRQWUDVWHGZLWK: 
x Truanting ± which was described or implied by some participants to be µQRUPDO
WHHQDJHEHKDYLRXU¶discussed further below in relation to the involvement of other 
agencies) 
x Just not back yet / a bit late 
x Whereabouts known but refusing to return 
x Not missing, but misbehaving 
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AlthouJKQRWH[SOLFLWO\XVLQJWKHWHUPµUHDOO\missing¶WKLVFRQFHSWZDVDOVRLPSOLHGE\
some of the young participants, who considered themselves to be µjust out having a good 
time¶ (Participant Y1). Most of the young people who took part in interviews made a clear 
distinction between spending time with friends and not wishing to return, and running 
away, being in an unknown location, or being in danger. Some felt that it was a waste of 
police time for young people who were with friends to be reported missing, particularly if 
they were keeping in touch to report their whereabouts and confirm they were safe. In 
response to an example of D\RXQJSHUVRQDWDIULHQG¶VKRXVHDQGmissing their curfew, 
one participant explained: 
6KH¶VQR¶UXQQLQJDZD\IURPDQ\ERG\VKH just doesnae want to come 
LQ6KH¶VQR¶missing.  
        (Participant Y2) 
There are nuances here in relation to the themes discussed above, regarding which 
circumstances result in a missing report, and which result in a young person being 
considered µDbsent¶. 6RPHUHVLGHQWLDOFDUHZRUNHUVDQGµRWKHU¶SDUWLFLSDQWVFOHDUO\
regarded the introduction of the µDbsent¶ category as having enabled a more 
individualised and flexible response to young people. One participant LQWKHµother 
SURIHVVLRQDOV¶JURXS highlighted the need to recognise that teenagers, who are the most 
common age group living in residential houses, often have trouble with timekeeping and 
following rules, and that a degree of leeway is often appropriate. Another regarded the 
µDbsent¶ category as providing scope for a sensible and proportionate response to the 
needs of individual young people. Describing one young person for whom the µDbsent¶ 
category had been used, one participant explained:  
To assume that every time he left that building he was a clear and 
present danger to himself and/or others would have been nonsense.  
        (Participant O4)  
Young people who participated in evaluation interviews were asked to describe what 
happens at each stage when someone is reported missing. One of the most frequent 
responses from young people suggested that this was not straightforward to describe, 
because of the variety of factors involved. As Participant Y5 explained, µ«LWDOOGHSHQGV
ZKDWZKDWFLUFXPVWDQFHVLWLV¶. This suggests that the young peoSOH¶VH[SHULHQFHs are 
varied, that the response from staff and police depends on individuals and their 
circumstances; this appears to contrast, however, with some of their other descriptions 
of having been reported missing.  
7KHUHZDVVRPHLQGLFDWLRQIURPWKHVHGLVFXVVLRQVWKDWWKHLQWURGXFWLRQRIµaEVHQW¶FDQ
offer the scope to respond appropriately to those young people who might be considered 
E\VRPHWREHµQRWUHDOO\missing¶EXWZKRDUHQHYHUWKHOHVVLQQHHGRIVRPHUHVSRnse to 
ensure their safety.  
Several participants did query the usefulness of the µDbsent¶ category, however. Some of 
these concerns seemed to relate to the issues described above, such as the perception 
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WKDWµDEVHQW¶LVQRWZHOOXVHGODFNRIDZDUHQHVVRI when it is being used, caution about 
using this category, and that understanding and use of the category is not consistent. 
One residential staff member TXHVWLRQHGWKHXVHIXOQHVVRIµDEVHQW¶, feeling that young 
people themselves do not seem to be concerned by being identified as such; they know 
WKHUHZLOOEHQRSROLFHLQYROYHPHQWXQOHVVDQGXQWLOWKH\¶UHUHSRUWHGmissing. In contrast, 
another felt that young people had a clear understanding of the use of µDbsent¶, 
describing some young people as having become more proactive in keeping staff 
informed of their whereabouts, once they understood that this might avoid police 
involvement by allowing staff to categorise them as µabsent¶  
Missing from foster care  
Few participants in this study discussed the issue of missing young people solely from a 
foster care perspective, although many of the professionals had experience of working 
alongside foster carers, and it is likely that the young people had some experience of 
foster care. There was some sense from participants who discussed this that a young 
person going missing from foster care is much more unusual, and therefore places 
proportionately less demand on resources than young people going missing from 
residential settings. Participant O5 noted µZHGRQ¶WKDYe that many foster kids that go on 
DZDQGHU¶ Nevertheless, several participants emphasised that some young people do go 
missing from foster care, and that the Partnership Agreement includes those young 
people.  
Some participants indicated that when a young person goes missing from foster care, 
this is regarded or handled differently to a young person being reported missing from a 
residential setting. One police officer participant suggested that this was regarded as 
more akin to a young person going missing from home. Examples of difference included 
that there is a greater likelihood of the young person returning of their own accord, or of 
foster carers searching for and returning the young person. This implies that young 
people PD\EHµDEVHQW¶IURP foster care, and that the situation is resolved without a 
formal missing report ever being made. It is not clear, however, whether foster carers 
are categorising or recording young people as µDEVHQW¶RUVKDULQg this information in the 
valuable ways described above in relation to young people in residential settings. The 
Police Scotland data summary report which formed the early stage of this evaluation did 
not contain statistics on young people reported missing from foster care, and there was 
little evidence in this phase of the evaluation that foster carers or foster care managers 
are involved in routine liaison meetings where this sort of information is shared and 
discussed. Furthermore, a foster carer who took part in this study reported a historically 
good relationship with local police, and an appropriate response to a young person who 
was repeatedly reported missing. On occasions when the situation was handled less well, 
however, this foster carer felt that they had no real mechanism to discuss the issue. 
They described sharing their concerns with a supervising social worker or making a 
formal police complaint as the only avenues available, which they would only use in 
extreme circumstances. 
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Some participants felt that, due to the self-employed nature of a foster carer¶s role, there 
would be less expectation on them to complete paperwork and report statistics in relation 
to young people going missing. The involvement of an out-of-hours social work team in 
supporting foster carers when a young person is missing was suggested by some 
participants as a means by which such information could be collated and shared. 
Involvement of other agencies 
Participants were asked to consider whether all the appropriate agencies were involved in 
the Partnership Agreement, or whether there were others who should be more closely 
involved. Most participants were content that the main and most relevant agencies were 
involved in the Partnership Agreement, although, as discussed above, there remained 
scope to improve shared understanding of the roles and responsibilities of those 
involved. 
Amongst those participants who identified other categories of groups and agencies that 
could be more closely involved in the Partnership Agreement, the most frequently 
discussed was Education. Participants used this broad term in relation to individual 
schools as well as local authority-level education departments. The issue of young people 
going missing from education settings is explicit in the Partnership Agreement document, 
but participants in this study reported mixed experiences of this in practice.  
One participant estimated that, in their experience, up to 40% of missing young people 
had gone missing from an education setting, and others described the issue of young 
people being taken to school but not entering the building on arrival. As described above, 
there was some suggestion that a young person who was not in attendance at school 
may be engaging in normal teenage truanting behaviour. Some participants described 
variations in the timing and consistency of school staff identifying that a young person 
was not at school. This PHDQWWKDWD\RXQJSHUVRQ¶VZKHUHDERXWVPD\KDYHEHHQ
unknown for some time before residential staff and, where appropriate, the police were 
notified of this.  
The Partnership Agreement states that the response to a young person missing from an 
education setting should be a matter of advance planning, but there was little suggestion 
that this was happening consistently. It should be noted, however, that no 
representatives of education settings were interviewed as part of this evaluation, and 
their own perspectives on this issue may therefore warrant further exploration.  
Some participants suggested closer involvement of advocacy agencies such as Who 
Cares? Scotland, and local services offering support, diversionary activities, child sexual 
exploitation (CSE) awareness and prevention, and antisocial behaviour prevention. 
Participants thought that these agencies and services might help to reduce the likelihood 
of further episodes of going missing by individual young people, and could be approached 
as required, rather than necessarily being formally included in the Partnership 
Agreement.  
22 
One participant expressed caution around the involvement of too many different agencies 
in the Agreement, and highlighted that, in terms of appropriate information sharing, this 
should be kept limited. 
Prevention of missing episodes 
Some residential staff participants described how, since the introduction of the µDbsent¶ 
category, they were able to explain to the young people in their care that they were less 
likely to be reported missing if they kept in touch with staff while away from the house. 
One residential staff member felt that this was an important opportunity for the young 
people to demonstrate that they can take responsibility for themselves. The young 
people were described as receptive to this, and had become more consistent in phoning 
in to keep staff informed of their whereabouts. Participant Y8 similarly explained, µIf you 
answer the pKRQHWKH\¶UHOHVVOLNHO\WRUHSRUW\RXmissing.¶Another young person, 
however, described having been reported missing ZKLOHVOHHSLQJRYHUDWDIULHQG¶VKRXVH
despite having phoned to inform staff that this was their intention. This young person 
suggested that this was an over-reaction and a waste of police time.   
Other participants described a variety of approaches that had been implemented for 
young people who were repeatedly reported missing, including adjusting curfews and 
exploring alternative options for family contact. Some participants described approaches 
intended to disrupt behaviour patterns, including periods of respite away from the 
influence of particular social groups, and longer-term placement moves. Two participants 
reported that interventions of this type had been successful. Participants also reported 
that diversionary activities and developing relationships to better understand the young 
SHUVRQ¶VUHDVRQIRUEHLQJDZD\ZHUHDOVRXVHIXO strategies. Some police participants, 
however, expressed frustrations around the time taken to decide on and implement 
these sorts of interventions. One gave an example of a young person who was being 
taken by taxi to school but not attending. Although there was general agreement 
between social work and police that a change of school would help, the police officer felt 
WKDWVRFLDOZRUNHUVZHUHµQRWZLOOLQJ¶WRLPSOHPHQWWKLVXQWLOLWKDGEHHQGLVFXVVHGDWD
&KLOGUHQ¶VHearing. 
There was also clear frustration from VRPHSDUWLFLSDQWVLQDOOµSURIHVVLRQDO groupV¶
interviewed that little can be done to prevent young people from leaving the premises. 
Approaches including locking the doors, locking shoes away, and physically holding the 
young people, were described as ways in which the number of young people being 
reported missing might be reduced. Some participants felt that such actions would be 
carried out by parents, if necessary, to keep their child safe. A small number of police 
and residential staff participants also suggested more use of secure placements as a 
means of reducing missing episodes.  
Some police officers expressed scepticism about the idea that there was nothing 
residential workers could do to stop young people from leaving, suggesting that they 
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have parental responsibilities for these young people anGFDQWKHUHIRUHWDNHµUHDVRQDEOH
PHDVXUHV¶WRVWRSWKHPOHDYLQJOne participant commented: 
µ$SSDUHQWO\WKH\¶UHQRWSULVRQHUVVR,PXVWKDYHEHHQDSULVRQHUDVD
FKLOGFRV,ZDVQ¶WDOORZHG>RXW@DIWHURU¶  
(Participant P4)  
The possibilities of locking doors as a protective measure, or limiting the times a young 
person is allowed to go out, were also suggested by some of the young interview 
participantVDOWKRXJKRQHQRWHGWKDWEHLQJµJURXQGHG¶ZDVQRWWDNHQVHULRXVO\E\\RXQJ
people. A foster carer who participated in this study described a young person in their 
care as DVNLQJWREHµORFNHGXS¶EHFDXVHVKHGLGQ¶WWUXVWKHUVHOI7KHSDUWLFLSDQW
concluded: 
,GRQ¶WDFWXDOO\NQRZZKDWWKH\FDQSK\VLFDOO\GRIRUWKHVHFKLOGUHQ
that are screaming out for help, but they [the children] MXVWFDQ¶WVHH
why they should be helped.  
        (Participant O1)  
7KHSDUWLFLSDQWUHODWHGWKLVWRWKH\RXQJSHUVRQ¶VVelf-worth and sense of self-esteem, 
noting WKDW\RXQJSHRSOHFDQ¶WEHIRUFHGWRengage with therapy or other interventions, 
and often GRQ¶WEHOLHYHWKHPVHOYHVWREHZRUWKKHOSLQJ Another participant was clear 
that preventive work was largely beyond the scope of the Partnership Agreement as it 
stands. Instead, they suggested that to be robustly addressed, changes would be needed 
in resource areas such as mental health supports and appropriate therapeutic 
placements.   
Clearly, some participants thought the Partnership Agreement contributed to the 
prevention of further missing episodes for individual young people through improved 
monitoring, information sharing, and the inter-agency discussions of individual young 
SHRSOH¶VFLUFXPVWDQFHV,QUHODWLRQWRLPSURYHGUHFRUGLQJOHDGLQJWRWKHLGHQWLILFDWLRQRI
patterns and an increased focus on diversionary activity, one residential staff member 
commented:  
¶,WKLQNLW¶VEHHQTXLWHVXFFHVVIXO>«@,WKLQNLWFDQRQO\JHWEHWWHUWKH
PRUHH[SHULHQFHGZHJHWWKHEHWWHUZH¶OOEHFRPH¶  
        (Participant R4)   
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Discussion and Conclusions 
Participants generally felt that the Partnership Agreement offered a sensible approach for 
responding to young people going missing from residential care. Few participants in this 
study discussed the Partnership Agreement in relation to young people going missing 
from foster care, and there was some evidence to suggest that the foster care context is 
not fully integrated.  
Research and case reviews in relation to CSE have clearly demonstrated that µmulti-
agency working and information sharing is crucial to safeguarding vulnerable children 
and young people¶, but this is challenging to put in place (Dodsworth & Larsson, 2014, 
p.28). Changes in practice resulting from the Partnership Agreement have provided a 
forum for improved collaborative working, and the development of relationships between 
police and local authority staff. This offers increased opportunities for information 
collection and sharing between agencies, and for collaborative approaches to recognising 
and preventing CSE.   
There remain some challenges and inconsistences in the implementation of the 
Agreement across and within agencies, however. Despite increased partnership working, 
there is scope to improve the understanding of the roles and expectations of different 
agencies, and the contexts, circumstances, and vulnerabilities of young people who are 
reported missing. Such increased understanding could improve the experience of missing 
reports for police, residential workers and young people.  
The findings of this evaluation are wide ranging, and the themes identified are nuanced 
and interrelated. The discussion of these can nevertheless be related to the key 
components introduced by the Partnership Agreement. These are: 
x Information capture 
x Risk assessment and the absent category 
x Return interviews, follow-up and prevention 
A further two areas are also included as part of this discussion: relationships, and the 
broader context surrounding the Partnership Agreement. 
Information capture 
Although there were some inconsistences around the capture and sharing of information 
at the point when a young person is reported missing, participants generally felt that the 
sharing of collected information had improved. The establishment of liaison meetings and 
the role of the Missing Persons Operational Co-ordinator were important for ensuring that 
information acquired by residential workers or police at any time could be recorded and 
shared. This increased partnership working had also led to some improvements in 
relationships between police and residential workers, shared understanding of each 
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RWKHU¶Vroles and contexts, opportunities for wider discussion of responses to individual 
young people, and chances to resolve issues at an early stage.  
The challenges around partnership working and information sharing tended to be found 
in relation to WKHGLIIHUHQWSURIHVVLRQDOJURXSV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJDQGH[SHFWDWLRQVRIHDFK
RWKHU¶VUROHVDQGUHVSRQVLELOLWLHVand the context in which they work. This was the case 
particularly for those in operational, µRQWKHJURXQG¶UROHV Malloch and Burgess (2011, 
p.66) similarly note, in their discussion of responses to young runaways in Scotland, that 
while protocols for joint working µwere developed at strategic management level, it was 
VXJJHVWHGWKDWWKHLULPSOHPHQWDWLRQFRXOGµIDOOGRZQ¶DWJUDVV-roots practitioner level.¶  
In their recent study of children in England who were missing due to running away, 
Chetwynd and Pona (2017, p.17) found µa lack of awareness of the vulnerability of 
missing children among the police staff.¶ In the present study, some police officers felt 
that they had a good or improving understanding of the context surrounding looked after 
children and young people, but this was not the case for all. Some participants in all 
µSURIHVVLRQDO¶JURXSVKDGRYHUWPLVXQGHUVWDQGLQJVLQLPSRUWDQWDUHDVVXFKthe 
boundaries and expectations of each other¶s roles, and the legal status and processes 
associated with looked-after young people and their carers.  
The variation in training and awareness raising at the introduction of the Agreement may 
account to some extent for the differing levels of awareness and understanding amongst 
interviewees. Following their national scoping study in Scotland, Malloch and Burgess 
(2011, p.66) report that when protocols for joint working are established, it is important 
to include µjoint training to support their implementation in practice and the need for 
clarity in agency responsibilities.¶ In this evaluation, professional participants valued such 
opportunities for joint training, which allowed police, residential workers, and sometimes 
staff in other roles, to discuss hypothetical situations from their own perspectives. This, 
along with the improvements associated with increased partnership working, could help 
to address the areas in which a lack of shared understanding has been found, including: 
x Roles of different professional groups, and the legal boundaries of these 
x What information is collected by different professional groups, and what should be 
accessed and shared when a young person is reported missing 
x The circumstances and contexts around looked-after children and young people, 
broadly and individually 
Partnership working seemed to be helping police and residential workers to improve their 
understanding of the young people, and of the challenges associated with each other¶s 
work, but the findings of this study show that there is room for further improvement. 
Risk assessment and the absent category 
Hayden and Goodship (2015, p.454) suggest that the use of the absent category in 
England may be µuseful at least in reducing incident reports and releasing police time to 
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work more constructively with social care staff¶. In contrast, amongst police participants 
in the present study, the use of absent was not perceived to have reduced the number of 
missing reports. Nevertheless, the introduction of the absent category offers the 
opportunity to respond in a flexible and individualised way based on knowledge of each 
\RXQJSHUVRQ¶VFLUFXPVWDQFHVDQGYXOQHUDELOLWLHV 
The risk assessment process informing this categorisation was regarded as appropriately 
flexible, but could be influenced by risk averse decision-making. Furthermore, residential 
workers and police held different perceptions of risk. As Hayden and Shalev-Greene 
(2018, p.46) noted in their report on people going missing from institutional locations: 
LQUHODWLRQWRDVVHVVLQJULVNWKHSROLFHDUHDGYLVHG³,ILQGRXEWWKLQN
PXUGHU´>«@&DUHDJHQFLHVLQFRPSDULVRQWHQGWRIRFXVRQ 
vulnerability to abuse and exploitation, or a risk of neglect. 
This difference was not thought to be a problem, however, as long as the emphasis was 
on providing the right response to each individual young person. HMIC (2016, p.8) 
describes that µchildren who are clearly at great risk of immediate harm generally receive 
a good response; but incorrect risk assessments for some children are leaving them at 
risk of harm¶. In the present study, professionals generally felt that children and young 
people received an appropriate response.  
There were also some tensions around the decision-making roles of residential workers 
and police at the time of a missing report being made. As part RI%DUQDUGR¶Vµ6DIHU
Choices Missing 6HUYLFH¶LQWKHRenfrewshire Council area, Moodie and Vaswani, (2016, 
p.43) similarly found that µsome very positive relationships were reported between 
FKLOGUHQ¶VKRXVHVDQGWKHSROLFHZKLFKHQVXUHGJRRGFRPPXQLFDWLRQDQGGHFLVLRQ-making 
while others reported struggling to convince the police to accept a severity level they felt 
was warranted¶.  
Hayden and Shalev-Greene (2018, p.50) explain that µpredicting risk is notoriously 
difficult because one is trying to predict individual and rare events¶ and that µbecause of 
this the police will have to exercise a good deal of professional judgement in missing 
persons cases¶. In this study, the professional judgement of residential workers was also 
highlighted. The increased responsibility involved in making the decision between absent 
and missing was regarded as appropriate to the professional role of residential child care 
workers, as those with the best knowledge of individual young people. There is scope, 
however, for staff to feel more supported and confident in making the distinction 
between absent and missing, and articulating their reasoning (including the risks for the 
individual young person at that time) to the police.  
Participants in this study also UHIHUUHGWR\RXQJSHRSOHZKRZHUHµUHDOO\missing¶ZKHQ
the subject of a missing report, in contrast with those who were not considered to 
ZDUUDQWWKHGHVFULSWLRQµmissing¶7KLVGLVWLQFWLRQKDVDOVREHHQLGHQWLILHGLQDQXPEHURI
previous studies in Scotland and beyond. Biehal and Wade (2000) identified two broad  
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groups in their study with young people going missing from residential and foster care in 
England, which they categorised as µUXnDZD\V¶DQGµZLWKIULHQGV¶ Malloch and Burgess 
(2011, p.64) found in their scoping study that µfrom the outset, participants indicated 
that the term ³missing´ contained variations in meaning¶. Their participants made 
GLVWLQFWLRQVEHWZHHQ\RXQJSHRSOHZKRDUHµQRWZKHUHWKH\¶UHPHDQWWREH¶DQGIRU
example, those who have run away, whose whereabouts were known, or those who are 
genuinely missing. Mitchell et al. (2014) similarly noted that some young people in their 
LQWHUYLHZVZLWKµ\RXQJUXQDZD\V¶KDGPDGHDFRQVFLRXVFKRLFHQRWWRUHturn in time for 
their curfew. In the present study, these distinctions may relate to what can be regarded 
as usual teenage behaviour. Young people considered that they could be reported 
missing when they were out socialising with friends and having fun. Decision-making 
around absent and missing is closely related to how risk is assessed and articulated, 
when young people see themselves as being out with friends and not missing. 
Return interviews, follow up, and prevention 
Two main purposes of Return Interviews are recognised in the Partnership Agreement: 
the gathering of police intelligence, and the offering of support to the young person who 
had been missing. This was not an easy balance to strike, and it was not clear from 
participants how and by whom interviews should be conducted to simultaneously fulfil 
both purposes. Beckett et al. (2015) suggest, however, that such dual-purpose 
interviews can be achieved, but report that this does not happen consistently. 
Young people were generally expected to be more likely to participate in an interview 
with someone already known to them. In contrast, in their HYDOXDWLRQRIDSLORWµ5HWXUQ
Home WeOIDUH,QWHUYLHZV¶ (RHWI) scheme for young runaways in two areas of north east 
Scotland, Burgess et al. (2010) found that police officers and dedicated interview staff 
were able to engage with young people. Reporting on the same study, Mitchell et al. 
(2014) suggest that specialist training, and the boundaries of WKHLQWHUYLHZHUV¶ role, 
helped to facilitate this. The findings of the present study align more with those of 
Beckett (2015), who found that in relation to safeguarding and seeking support, most 
children would not approach police directly, but would prefer contact with the police to be 
mediated by someone they already know.  
The involvement of a familiar interviewer was no guarantee that the young person would 
engage, however. Participants in all groups suggested that young people rarely disclosed 
information to anyone conducting such an interview, but that it was nevertheless 
important to offer the opportunity to discuss the episode of being missing and any other 
concerns the young person might be feeling. Mitchell et al. (2014, p.64) note that µfor 
some it appears that there were benefits, such as providing space to disclose further 
information and additional opportunities to engage¶, but highlight, too, some questions 
around µthe value of RHWIs for those already involved with social services and, in 
particular, those living in residential care¶. Return Interviews for young people may vary 
LQXVHIXOQHVVGHSHQGLQJRQZKHWKHUWKH\RXQJSHUVRQKDVEHHQµZLWKIULHQGV¶RUZKHWKHU
they have been away for another reason, as described above. Furthermore, formal return 
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interviews are only one element in a range of possible follow-up activities and 
discussions. 
In relation to information sharing for follow-up with young people and the prevention of 
further missing reports, some participants suggested that discussion between police and 
residential staff was a more useful source of information. Residential staff may have 
information from casual conversations with young people, for example, about posts on 
social media, which can be considered alongside police use of social media in missing 
persons investigations. As discussed, partnership working and the availability of 
established communication routes can facilitate the sharing of relevant information. In 
some cases, there has been effective partnership working for individual young people, for 
example, in building relationships and providing diversionary activities.  
<RXQJSHRSOH¶VUHODWLRQVKLSVZLWKWKHSROLFH 
Some young people were thought to have well-established negative feelings about the 
police. This view was articulated by young participants, as well as by those in the 
µSURIHVVLRQDO¶ groups. The young people who participated in this study felt that some 
police treated them unfairly, or in a heavy-handed manner. Beckett (2015) found that 
VRPH\RXQJSHRSOH¶VH[SHULHQFHVRIWKHSROLFHZKHQUHSRUWHGmissing were of an attitude 
which implied that they as individuals were problematic or troublesome, or treated them 
in a punitive way, as if they had committed a crime, rather than as vulnerable people 
who may be in need of understanding and support. Young people in the present study 
suggested that, where a young person had negative experiences of being in contact with 
police following a missing report, they did not have the same opportunities to feed back 
DQGGLVFXVVWKLVDVGLGWKHSDUWLFLSDQWVLQµSURIHVVLRQDOJURXSV¶ 
Who Cares? Scotland (2018) note that for many care experienced young people, their 
interactions with the police are often in relation to being missing, or the police visiting 
the place where the young people live. They further report that µ\RXQJSHRSOHZKR
DEVFRQGIURPFKLOGUHQ¶s homes are more likely to be known to police so even if they have 
QRWDEVFRQGHGWKH\ZLOOPRUHWKDQOLNHO\EHVWRSSHGE\SROLFH¶. This can lead to µEHLQJ
stopped in public with friends so the police can check they are not missing, causing the 
young person WRIHHOHPEDUUDVVHGDQ[LRXVDQGFULPLQDOLVHG¶ (Who Cares? Scotland, 
2018, p.5). Children and young people in residential care are criminalised at a higher 
rate than their non-looked after peers (Howard Leage for Penal Reform, 2017).  
2IWHQDQHJDWLYHILUVWH[SHULHQFHRIWKHSROLFHFDQLQIOXHQFHD\RXQJSHUVRQ¶VSHUFHSWLRQ
of the police in the future. In the present study, positive experiences with police officers 
were described as those in which the officers take the time to be understanding and build 
a relationship. Young people felt that they had good experiences or a good rapport with 
some individual officers, but that this was not universal. Who Cares? Scotland (2018, 
p.3) explain: µ2XUUHVHDUFKWHOOVXVWKDWIXQGDPHQWDOWR3ROLFH6FRWODQGIXOILOOLQJWKHLU
corporate parenting duties, is the rebuilding and strengthening of their relationships with 
FDUHH[SHULHQFHGSHRSOH¶. There was evidence from evaluation participants of some 
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activity taking place which was helping to build relationships between the police and 
young people. Important here is not that police should necessarily avoid knowing the 
young people, but that the development of good relationships, getting to know the young 
people in non-stigmatising ways, and responding without pre-judging, is key.  
Broader context and resourcing issues 
Several issues around resourcing were identified as part of this work, in relation to 
preventing young people from going or being reported missing, as well as in relation to 
the response when a young person is reported missing. These included the number of 
residential staff on shift and their availability to go out looking for a young person, and 
more broadly, the availability of appropriate placements and access to mental health 
support.  
Similar issues have also been identified in previous studies. Hayden and Shalev-Greene 
(2018) describe several barriers to preventing people going missing, and to locating 
them when they do. In relation to young people (and adults) being repeatedly reported 
missing from institutional locations, these included the desire to be elsewhere, especially 
for people placed a distance from family and friends, and the limited scope for staff 
flexibility when there are few staff on shift. As part of the present study, we heard 
informally about instances of flexible responses, such as the sharing of staff between 
houses, and the availability of extra staff at times of particular need, but this was not 
reported to be a routine occurrence. 
Many of the challenges reported as part of this evaluation are not directly within the 
remit of the Partnership Agreement, but relate to wider systems and societal issues. As 
well as the Partnership Agreement, other influential factors in the same sphere, such as 
increased training and awareness around CSE, were also mentioned by some 
participants, and may have contributed to the improved understanding amongst police of 
the risks and vulnerabilities to young people, and particularly to those who are looked 
after. Nevertheless, participants in this evaluation indicate that important improvements 
have been enabled and facilitated by the Partnership Agreement, but that challenges 
remain in the detail of its implementation.    
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Recommendations 
B the Evaluation Advisory Group 
The Advisory Group welcomes the findings of this evaluation. We consider there to be a 
number of benefits to the approach described in the Partnership Agreement. In 
particular, we recognise the Partnership Agreement as a multi-agency Agreement in 
which multiple Corporate Parents share roles and responsibilities, and which has several 
interacting components which should not be viewed in isolation. 
The adoption of this approach as best practice across Scotland would contribute to 
ensuring appropriate responses for individuals, and to the promotion of safeguarding the 
wellbeing of children and young people in residential and foster care. 
We will seek now to revise the Partnership Agreement, and the training materials 
associated with it.  
Communication and information sharing 
x $ZDUHQHVVRIWKH3DUWQHUVKLS$JUHHPHQWVKRXOGIRUPSDUWRIVWDNHKROGHUV¶
standard induction processes for new staff. Regular multi-disciplinary training, 
including refresher training, should be undertaken. 
x Partnership working, including the regular meeting of a local liaison group, is a key 
component of the Agreement. This promotes communication, a shared 
understanding and meticulous exchange of intelligence. This is key to any future 
roll-out of the Agreement. 
x The use of return interviews should be reviewed in light of ongoing other work in 
this area, to ensure that they are purposeful and, most importantly, meet the 
needs of children and young people. Formal return interviews should be considered 
alongside other follow-up activities and discussions. 
Risk Assessment 
x Stakeholders should ensure that there is consistency, understanding and 
confidence around risk assessment, and that staff feel empowered and supported 
in their decision-making. 
x Planning for individual children and young people, and ensuring their views are 
KHDUGLVNH\6WDNHKROGHUVVKRXOGHQVXUHWKDWHDFK&KLOG¶V3ODQ and Risk 
Assessment is kept updated, and that relevant information is shared where 
appropriate. 
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Professional roles and responsibilities 
x Training should be undertaken jointly (including for example with residential 
workers, foster carers, social workers, out of hours social workers, fieldwork social 
workers, supervising social workers for foster carers, police and missing person co-
ordinators), to ensure: shared ownership and accountability; clarity of roles and 
responsibilities; HDFKRWKHU¶VZRUNLQJremits and boundaries, and the context 
surrounding looked after children and young people.  
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Appendix 1: Advisory Group membership 
Lex Baillie, Chief Inspector, National Missing Persons Unit, Police Scotland 
Yocksan Bell, Missing Persons Operational Co-ordinator, E Division, Police Scotland 
Paul Collins, Missing Persons Operational Co-ordinator, Q Division, Police Scotland 
Richard Grieve, Missing Persons Operational Co-ordinator, D Division, Police Scotland 
Liz Lafferty, Service Manager (Children & Justice), South Lanarkshire Health and Social 
Care Partnership 
Mark MacAulay, Resource Manager, Dundee City Council 
Frank Phelan, Team Manager ± Residential Care, City of Edinburgh Council 
Lorraine Sharkey, Sergeant, National Missing Persons Unit, Police Scotland 
Gavin Smith, Inspector, National Missing Persons Unit, Police Scotland
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$SSHQGL[µ$EVHQW¶LQWKH6FRWWLVKcontext 
7KHLQWURGXFWLRQRIDQµDEVHQW¶FDWHJRU\LVDPDLQIHDWXUHRIWKHNational Partnership 
Agreement for Children and Young People who go Missing from Foster and Residential 
Care in Scotland. The Partnership Agreement describes the use of this category as a 
decision which is made by foster carers or residential staff, based on their consideration 
RIWKH\RXQJSHUVRQ¶VFLUFXPVWDQFHV,WLVXVHGZKHUHWKHUHLVFRQVLGHUHGWREHQR
apparent risk, or a tolerable level of risk, and only where it has been previously agreed 
that this might be appropriate for the individual young person 
Similar terminology was introduced in England and Wales in 2013, with an updated 
definition in March 2015 (HMIC, 2016). 7KLVXVHRIDQµDEVHQW¶ category has been the 
subject of some concern, particularly around the appropriate assessment of risk and the 
actions taken as a result. HMIC (2016, p.7), for example, found that µserious 
inconsistencies in the way that forces use the ³missing´DQG³absent´ categories are 
leaving some children DWULVNRIVHULRXVKDUP¶. The incorrect assessment of risk was 
reported as a factor in this)XUWKHUPRUHDQHQTXLU\LQWRWKLVXVHRIµDEVHQW¶UHSRUWHG
that: 
:KHQFKLOGUHQ¶VVRFLDOFDUHGRQRWSURSHUO\SDUWLFLSDWHLQWKHULVN
assessment, such a position is not justifiable and children can be left at 
terrible risk which could have been prevented. 
(The All-Party Parliamentary Group for Runaway and Missing  
Children and Adults, 2016, p.9).  
A range of other concerns, for example, around recording, reporting and appropriate 
follow-up for young people, were also found, particularly in relation to looked-after young 
people who were reported missing.  
7KHGHFLVLRQWRFDWHJRULVHDFKLOGRU\RXQJSHUVRQDVµDEVHQW¶RUµPLVVLQJ¶LQ(QJODQGDQG
Wales is a police decision, made at the time a missing report is received. Actions in 
UHVSRQVHWRDQµDEVHQW¶ young person are agreed between the police and the person 
making the missing report, and carried out by the reporting person. Although there is 
VRPHRYHUODSLQWHUPLQRORJ\WKHVHGLIIHULQJXVHVRIµDEVHQW¶VKRXOGQRWEHFRQIODWHG 
 
36 
Appendix 3: Technical notes 
x Fieldwork for this evaluation took place between September 2017 and March 2018.  
x The purpose of this element of the evaluation was to explore experiences of the 
Partnership Agreement specifically. In relation to the young people who took part, 
the aim was not to explore their reasons for running away or going missing, their 
engagement with return interviews, or their personal experiences generally ± 
although some chose to discuss these experiences as part of their contribution. 
Methods 
In order to capture the experiences and opinions of those involved with the Partnership 
Agreement, we sought to hear directly from a range of relevant people, through semi-
structured interviews. Initially, we hoped to engage with: 
x Young people in residential and foster care who had experience of being µDbsent¶ or 
µPissing¶ 
x Residential care workers (including managers and night shift workers) 
x Foster carers  
x Police officers 
x Other professionals, such as social workers 
Participants were offered the opportunity to take part face-to-face or by phone, 
individually or with others. They could choose whether they were willing to be audio 
recorded, or whether they would prefer that the researcher take handwritten notes 
instead. 
All the young people took part in individual interviews within their cKLOGUHQ¶Vhouse or 
school. Two young people chose to have a member of staff sit in during the discussion, 
but these individuals were not participants in the evaluation. The interviews with young 
people ranged from 10 to 22 minutes in length. 
,QWHUYLHZVZLWKWKRVHLQWKHµSURIHVVLRQDO¶FDWHJRU\ZHUHFRQGXFWHGIDFH-to-face with 
LQGLYLGXDOVSDLUVDQGJURXSVPRVWO\LQSDUWLFLSDQWV¶ZRUNSODFHV,QWHUYLHZVUDQJHGIURP
28 minutes to 1 hour 10 minutes; the longest interview was with a group of 5.   
All participants consented to be audio recorded. Interviews were fully or partially 
transcribed, and analysed thematically with the aid of the nVivo11 software package. 
Participants 
Potential participants were initially engaged mainly through email contact via members of 
the advisory group. In some cases, pre-existing meetings of relevant staff groups 
provided a forum for researchers to describe the evaluation and highlight the call for 
participants. At the end of the first phase of fieldwork in December 2017, there had been 
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a good level of participation from residential care workers and police, and some 
participants IURPµRWKHU¶SURIHVVLRQDOJURXSV   
There were no young people involved in the first phase of fieldwork for this evaluation. 
The challenges of involving young people in residential care in research on sensitive 
topics have been recognised by researchers (e.g., Kendrick et al., 2008 and Vaswani, 
2018) and, in order to ensure that the views of young people were included in the 
evaluation, we conducted a second phase of fieldwork. In the second phase, we 
broadened the scope of the study to include participants who did not have personal 
experience of being or responding to an absent or missing young person.  
In addition to expanding the scope in this way, the approaches to involving young people 
in the study were altered to include:  
x More direct contact between researchers and managers/deputes in individual 
cKLOGUHQ¶Vhouses 
x Stronger emphasis on young SHRSOH¶VULJKWVWRYRLFHWKHLURSLQLRQVDQGWKH
opportunity offered by this study in relation to that 
x Amendments to the consent process, to try to make this more straightforward 
In order to explore the main topics and themes around the Partnership Agreement with 
those who did not have personal experience of it, we developed vignettes as a means of 
eliciting discussion.  
A total of 8 interviews with young people and 20 interviews with professional participants 
took place across the three local authority areas. The table below shows the number of 
interviews in each area. (The number of individual participants is given in the 
Introduction and background section.) 
Number of interviews in each local authority area 
 Dundee Edinburgh 
South 
Lanarkshire 
TOTAL 
Professionals 8 6 6 20 
Young people 2 4 2 8 
TOTALS 10 10 8 28 
 
The young people who took part in interviews ranged in age from 10 to 16 years old. 
Some had personal experience of being reported missing, while others did not; 
participants were not asked directly about their personal circumstances, but some chose 
to share this as part of the discussion. Others discussed their understanding and 
perception of responses to young people going missing more generally. 
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Ethics process 
This project was approved by the University Ethics Committee at the University of 
Strathclyde in July 2017. The project was also approved through the relevant processes 
in each of the three local authorities.  
The inclusion criteria, recruitment approach and interview methods were amended to 
broaden the scope of the study and to address low participant numbers. These 
amendments were submitted to the University Ethics Committee and approved in 
December 2017. 
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